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Mr. MARKEY of Massachusetts. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to commend you for quickly putting
this Senate legislation (S. 328) before the
House for immediate consideration. This is a
bill that is responsive to the slate of digital tel-
evision issues confronting consumers and the
television industry.

In several weeks, without immediate action,
millions of Americans may remain unprepared
for the digital television transition. Mr. Speak-
er, as you know, | have had a long interest in
the digital television transition. | held the very
first hearing on “High Definition TV” in Octo-
ber of 1987—more than 20 years ago. In
1990, | battled hard and successfully as then-
Chairman of the House Telecommunications
and Finance Subcommittee to get the Federal
Communications Commission to switch from
pursuing an “analog” HDTV standard to a
“digital” standard. Moreover, | fought to build
into the Telecomm Act in 1996 the appropriate
way in which broadcasters could utilize “spec-
trum flexibility” to multiplex the digital signal
into several video programming channels or
offer wireless interactive television or informa-
tion services. And | pushed unsuccessfully in
the context of the 1997 budget battles to pro-
hibit the sale of “analog-only” televisions by
the year 2000—an amendment that was op-
posed by every Republican in our Committee
markup in 1997. The result was over a hun-
dred million analog-only sets were sold into
the marketplace even as the government was
stipulating it intended to turn off the analog TV
signal. The failure to mandate “dual tuner”
TVs sooner has compounded the difficulty of
this transition immeasurably by increasing the
base of TV receivers that need converter
boxes to receive digital TV signals.

Most recently, for the last two years as the
Telecommunications and Internet  Sub-
committee Chairman, | convened six DTV
hearings, requested and received three Gov-
ernment Accountability Office (GAO) reports,
and wrote numerous oversight letters to the
FCC, to NTIA, and to industry and consumer
representatives in headlong pursuit of ensur-
ing a successful digital television transition on
February 17th.

At the last DTV hearing that we held the
second week of September—just after the Wil-
mington, North Carolina switch-over test—the
GAO testified:

“NTIA is effectively implementing the
converter box subsidy program, but its plans
to address the likely increase in coupon de-
mand as the transition nears remain unclear.
. .. With a spike in demand likely as the
transition date nears, NTIA has no specific
plans to address an increase in demand;
therefore, consumers might incur significant
wait time before they receive coupons as the
transition nears and might lose television
service during the time they are waiting for
the coupons.”

In response, | asked the Acting NTIA Ad-
ministrator to give the Subcommittee a contin-
gency plan for dealing with the expected surge
in coupons within 30 days. Now, that contin-
gency plan did not arrive in 30 days. Instead,
it arrived to us on November 6th—just after
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Election Day. The NTIA’s “Final Phase” plan
did not echo the GAO’s alarm bells, but rather
stated the following:

““This Plan demonstrates that the Coupon
Program has both sufficient funds and sys-
tem processing capabilities to achieve this
goal .. . . and to do so without the creation
a large backlog. Also, NTIA has built flexi-
bility into the Program to respond to var-
ious or unexpected events. Moreover, based
on actual, cumulative redemption data,
NTIA would not exhaust the authorized $1.34
billion in coupon funding despite increased
demand leading up to the analog shut-down
on February 17th, and, in fact, may return as
much as $340 million to the U.S. Treasury.”

That's from the NTIA just over two months
ago. “No problem,” the agency is saying. In
essence the agency is telling Congress, “We
have a plan to deal with the surge and we
don’t need any more money. No large back-
log. And we’ll have hundreds of millions of dol-
lars left over.”

Now, why is this important? It is important
because we were actually in session in No-
vember. We could have acted during the
“lame duck” session if the Bush Administra-
tion had said, “yes, we will likely have a short-
fall”, or “please, Congress, let's err on the
side of caution and budget a couple hundred
million more just in case . . .”. Yet NTIA told
us all just the opposite. The agency said ev-
erything was fine and they didn’t need addi-
tional money for coupons.

In late December, | asked for an urgent sta-
tus update on the program. That's when NTIA
wrote back to me—on December 24th—stat-
ing that a waiting list was going to begin in
January of this year because the coupon pro-
gram was hitting its funding ceiling. The agen-
cy indicated that to solve this issue and spend
up to the $1.34 Billion in the underlying statute
for coupons that another 250 million dollars at
a minimum might be needed. And that amount
would not necessarily reflect the actual de-
mand for coupons the agency was newly pro-
jecting. The waiting list now represents ap-
proximately 3 million coupons.

In an attempt to respond quickly, | reached
out the first week we returned here in January
to Ranking Member JOE BARTON (R-TX) and
said if we work together on an accounting fix
we could start to address the waiting list issue
and get the coupons flowing to consumers
again and buy some time. | want to thank
Rep. BARTON for his willingness to proceed on
such a bill.

But that effort has simply become overtaken
by events. If we passed it and also gave NTIA
a couple hundred million dollars for additional
coupons in a measure that passed through the
House and through the Senate today, and ar-
rived to the President’s desk this evening, we
simply wouldn’t be able to address the back-
log and get coupons out to people who have
requested them by February 17th.

Not every media market will be as unpre-
pared as others on February 17th. | know that
in the Boston market, our local commercial
and noncommercial broadcasters, as well as
our local cable operators, have worked dili-
gently to be ready on February 17th and |
commend them for their model efforts. Yet
even in Boston, it is important to note that a
recent test brought a flood of calls to con-
sumer call centers from citizens confused
about or unprepared for the switchover. Many
other media markets, in part due to the demo-
graphic makeup of such markets, will have an
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even greater risk of significant dislocation with-
out immediate action. The Bush Administration
has simply left us with so little time to make
the needed adjustments on a national basis
absent a short, one-time delay.

So, although this is the last place we all
wanted to be, and in spite of the fact that we
toiled mightily to make this effort work, it is my
judgment that a short delay is in the public in-
terest in order to protect consumers. | urge
passage of this emergency DTV legislation.

————
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Mr. FILNER. Madam Speaker, | recently re-
introduced, along with my colleague JOHN
MCHUGH, The Law Enforcement Officers Eg-
uity Act (H.R. 673). The purpose of this bill is
simply to give law enforcement status to all
federal law enforcement officers!

Many federal officials—for example, the Bor-
der Patrol—are classified as “law enforcement
officers,” for the purposes of determining sal-
ary and retirement benefits. But many other
officers—such as Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) Inspectors, Veterans’ Af-
fairs Police Officers, U.S. Mint Police Officers,
Internal Revenue Officers, Customs and Bor-
der Protection Seized Property Specialists,
and police officers in about two dozen other
agencies—do not have equal pay and benefits
status.

The tragic irony, Madam Speaker, is that
the only time these officers are classified as
law enforcement officers is when they are
killed in the line of duty. Then their names are
inscribed on the wall of the National Law En-
forcement Officers Memorial right here in
Washington.

Let me say that again. It is only when they
are killed that they are called law enforcement
officers, and that is a tragic irony.

My district encompasses the entire Cali-
fornia-Mexico border and is home to two of
the busiest border crossings in the entire
world, so | am very familiar with the work of
our nation’s border inspectors. They wear bul-
letproof vests, they carry firearms, and, unfor-
tunately, have to use them. Most importantly,
these inspectors are subject to the same risks
as other officers with whom they serve side-
by-side. However, they are not eligible for
early retirement and other benefits, which are
designed to maintain a young and vigorous
law enforcement workforce that we need to
combat those who pose life-threatening risks
to our society.

The Law Enforcement Officers Equity Act
will provide well-deserved pay and retirement
benefits to the officers protecting our borders,
our ports of entry, our military and veterans’
installations and other sensitive government
buildings. The costs of these benefits would
likely be off-set by savings in training costs
and increased revenue collection. The bill will
also reduce turnover, increase yield, decrease
recruitment and development costs and en-
hance the retention of a well-trained and expe-
rienced workforce.

Madam Speaker, the simple fact is that
these officers have dangerous jobs and de-
serve to be recognized as law enforcement of-
ficers, just like others with whom they serve,
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